It is generally believed that the explosion which gave birth to the Cassiopeia A supernova remmant resulted from core collapse of a hydrogen-deficient star. A progenitor that has lost all its hydrogen envelope and part of its helium envelope would lead to an explosion with the optical 
(Julian). 6 This star has not been observed subsequently, and the validity of Flamsteed's observation has been contested. 7 Setting aside the question of whether or not Flamsteed did observe a star near the present-day location of the Cas A remnant, it seems worth trying to construct a plausible sequence of events that explains both the disputed observation of 3
Cassiopeiae by Flamsteed and the lack of other contemporary reports of a new star. This note examines the possibility that Cas A was a Type Ic supernova (at least, as to light curve) that attained peak luminosity in the winter of 1679-1680, most probably in February or March, 1680. Flamsteed's observation of 3 Cassiopeiae, therefore, would have been made some six months after maximum light of the Cas A supernova. As will become apparent, the acccount to be presented does not tell a complete tale, and is at points necessarily conjectural.
It has long been thought that the Cas A supernova resulted from core collapse of a hydrogen-deficient star. The discovery 8 of a compact X-ray source, interpreted as a neutron star, 9 near the inferred expansion center of the fast-moving knots and the observation of significant 44 T i γ-emission 10 provide direct evidence for a core-collapse origin. Very little hydrogen emission has been observed in the fast-moving knots. If we posit a progenitor that has been stripped of its hydrogen envelope altogether, the resulting explosion would be an SNIb or SNIc supernova. For purposes of discussion, consider SN1994I as a template for the Cas A outburst. Estimated apparent V magnitudes for SN1994I at the distance of Cas A for maximum light and various times thereafter appear in Table II . Although the particular scenario presented in this note requires the Cas A supernova to have been observable at the time and location of the disputed report by Flamsteed, the explosion could just as well have occurred mid to late winter of some other year in the late seventeenth century, resulting an unprepossessing object of sixth magnitude at the upper culmination of Cassiopeia in August of that year.
